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FULL COMMITTEE HEARING ON H. R. 2323, S. 709, H. R. 2226, 
H. R. 4488, H. R. 2327, H. R. 2319, H. R. 4361, H. R. 4366, H. R. 2321, 
H. R, 4417, H. R. 2271, H. R. 4418, H. R. 2315, H. R. 4554, H. R. 2312, 
H. R. 2314, H. R. 2317, H. R. 2313, AND TWO REAL ESTATE 
PROJECTS—-ARMY ACQUISITION NO. 57 AND CIVIL DEFENSE 
ACQUISITION NO. 13 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
Washington, D. C., Tuesday, May 5, 1958. 
The committee convened, pursuant to call, at 10 a. m., the Honor- 
able Dewey Short, chairman of the committee, presiding. 
The Cuarrman. The committee will be in order. 
Mr. Johnson, chairman of subcommittee No. 3, has some reports 
togives2 
Mr. POHNBON. Mr. Chairman, the last few days subcommittee 
N6- 3 has cGnsidered 14 bills. Twelve of these were approved by 
usfor retommpndation to the whole committee, unanimously. There 
ar@sonre withtminor amendments. 

t the outset, Mr. Chairman, I will say that all of the bills favor- 
alty reported: by subcommittee No. 3 are department bills. They 
hdxe the appgoval and have been examined by the new Bureau of 
tht Budget and are in accord with the program of the President. 


H. R. 2323 


Mr. Jounson. The first bill is H. R. 2323. 

Mr. Chairman, the purpose of H. R. 2323 is twofold. (1) It would 
validate payments, which have been disallowed as a result of the 
Comptroller General’s decision, for the transportation at Government 
expense of household effects of certain persons released from active 
duty; and (2) it would authorize the payment of those claims of 
individuals for reimbursement for expenses incurred in shipping 
household effects upon release from active duty which were held by 
the Comptroller General to be unauthorized. 

Regulations issued by the Navy Department, pursuant to the 
Pay Readjustment Act of 1942, authorized personnel, upon release 
from active duty, to ship household effects at Government expense 
between any points, provided the cost of such shipment did not 
exceed the constructive cost to the Government, within prescribed 
weight allowances, had the shipment been made from the last duty 
station to the home of record at the time of being called to active duty. 

In conformity with these regulations, the Navy Department made 
payments covering the cost of transportation of household effects 
to places selected where the cost did not exceed the limitation estab- 
lished by these regulations. However, in June of 1947, the Comp- 
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troller General ruled that such shipment was unauthorized and a 
number of claims already paid were disallowed. Others, awaiting 
payment, have never been paid. 

The basis of the Comptroller General’s decision was that since 
“in the cases disallowed” the officers never had made a first shipment 
of their household goods, that is, from their homes to their first duty 
stations, there was no authority to pay for their last shipment, that is, 
from their last duty stations to their homes. 

The legislation applies to approximately 186 Naval Reserve officers 
only. The Army had no such regulations so no such shipments were 
made. 

It is interesting to note that the current joint travel regulations 
issued pursuant to the Career Compensation Act of 1949, authorized 
the type of shipment involved herein and, therefore, this legislation 
is retrospective only. 

The legislation would legalize payments previously made in the 
amount of $50,400 and would result in an additional estimated cost 
of $42,600 to cover anticipated claims. 

Mr. Chairman, I move favorable consideration of H. R. 2323. 

The CuHarrMan. I think this, if I may be permitted to say so, 
is a question which should be given a great deal of thought and full 
study by the whole committee. 

We know that some of the rules and regulations cutting down allow- 
ances for transportation of household goods, et cetera, has not helped 
the morale of men in the different branches of our armed services. 
But I think there have been grave abuses at times. 

1 don’t see why the Federal Government and the taxpayers of this 
country should pay for shipping a carload, you might say, of stuff 
from the North Pole to the South, or around the world. 1 happen to 
know certain individual cases where I think officers have made 
enormous purchases. We have paid transportation of rugs, furniture, 
and bric-a-brac and all kinds of articles from very distant places. I 
didn’t sit in, of course, but I am sure your subcommittee gave full 
consideration to this problem. But I merely point it out. I think 
there have been abuses that has almost forced us to—— 

Mr. Jounson. There have been. We discussed those at quite some 
length. Of course, this particular thing applies to poor Reserve 
officers that wanted to ship their household effects back to their homes 
and were confronted with this ruling of the General Accounting 
Office, which I think was a very harsh ruling. 

I believe these men are entitled to what we did here. 

The CuHarrMan. Of course, it involves an amount less than $50,000, 
in claims pending. 

Mr. Jounson. $46,000. 

The CHarrMan. $46,000. 

Mr. Brooks. Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Brooks. 

Mr. Brooks. The subcommittee also asked the subcommittee 
counsel to get some information on the figures; isn’t that right, Mr. 
Johnson? 

Mr. Jonnson. That is correct. 

Mr. Brooks. On the cost, overall cost, because everybody agreed 
there have been grave abuses. Really, I think it can easily form the 
subject of an investigation to see what the abuses have been and where 
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the law should be tightened to eliminate these abuses. The abuses 
are most flagrant. 

The CHarrMaNn. That is why the Chair felt it incumbent on him to 
make a brief statement. 

Mr. Jounson. We asked for information on this, and when the 
printed record is out there will be some information as to the cost of 
this and some of the ramifications. 

The CuarrmMan. Of course, we can appreciate the fact that an officer 
being transferred from here to Alaska or from Alaska back home 
certainly we should be generous, we should be considerate, and even 
generous, in moving his household effects. 

But where you have certain individuals that almost set up a store 
and bring back carloads of stuff, it is manifestly unfair. And it works 
a hardship on a lot of other good officers that do not abuse the privilege. 

Mr. Cole. 

Mr. Cote. I was going to inquire if this isn’t the same bill that has 
been before the committee for a number of years? I have a recollection 
of a similar bill, at least, having been before the committee, and hereto- 
fore the committee has opposed it. I am not certain whether this is 
the same bill or not. It is my recollection that Mr. Blandford handled 
it previously. Of course, he isn’t here today. If it is the same bill, 
in order to maintain the sovereign degree of consistency, I should like 
to express a doubt about the justification of the bill. 

I don’t know whether my doctrine goes so far as to vote against it. 

Mr. Ducanper. The bill has been before the Congress previously, 
Mr. Cole. 

Mr. Coie. And the committee has considered it previously. 

Mr. Ducanper. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. What action did the committee take? 

Mr. Ducanper. Well, wait, I will have to check that. 

Mr. Kixpay. I recall that. It was before my subcommittee in the 
previous Congress. 

The CHarrMan. think so. 

Mr. Kitpay. And we had hearings on it more than once, if I reeall 
correctly. We never took any final action in the subcommittee. 

Mr. Jounson. This affects 86 Naval Reserve officers. 

Mr. Kinpay. We never turned it down. As, Mr. Cole, there was 
some doubt expressed as to whether this should be done. You see, 
this applies to transactions prior to 1947. That is H. R. 2323, 
isn’t it? 

Mr. Brooks. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kitpay (reading): 

Provided, That such transportation shall have been authorized prior to June 13, 
1947, pursuant to any promulgated regulation of the Navy Department. 

I believe that practically all of the money has been paid. It is a 
question of checkage and recovery, isn’t it? 

Mr. Ducanper. That is right; ves, sir. 

Mr. Kitpay. And it involves some technical construction of the 
then existing regulations. 

Mr. Ducanper. That is right. . 

Mr. Kitpay. There is some inequality involved, I understand, 
because some men in almost identical circumstances were paid and 
the Comptroller General approved those payments, but because of 
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some technical differences in the circumstances others were not paid, 
and it seems to be somewhat of an inequality. 

Mr. DucanpEer. The question the Comptroller General ruled on 
was whether the household effects were first brought on when he 
reported for active duty. These are the cases where they were not 
first brought on. A man in Philadelphia is called to active duty and 
his first duty station in New York. Instead of moving his effects to 
New York, he stores them at home in Philadelphia. And these are 
the ones where they did not bring them first on duty with them. 

And the Comptroller General has rules you can’t pay it, the last 
shipment, unless they were first brought on. 

Mr. Kripay. Then does that mean that if he had brought them with 
him and had them transported previously, he would have been paid 
in addition, but not having been previously paid for transporting them, 
he can’t be paid again? 

Mr. Ducanpsr. That is right; yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Well, it is a case, as I understand it, Mr. Chairman, 
where a man who for some reason has the stuff in storage and doesn’t 
want to move it initially—perhaps he can’t bring his wife along and 
his family along, but later on, after he goes into service, he can bring 
his wife and set up his household and he wants his household furniture 
there. 

Then he asks for it. Now, they ruled he could have done it initially 
but he can’t do it after he has been in a little while, although initially 
perhaps he didn’t move anything in at all. 

Now, it is -ertainly unfair—isn’t that about it, Mr. Ducander? 

Mr. Ducanper. Yes, sir; that is about it. 

Mr. Brooks. And it is certainly unfair to go back here from 1947 
to 1953, 6 years—to go back and try to collect from those Reserve 
officers money that they would have to put up now for what they 
thought was a correct ruling of the Department. 

Mr. Van Zanvr. Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Van Zandt. 

Mr. Van Zanpt. My interest in this bill is primarily because of 
the Reserve. I think if you will go back to the early part of World 
War IT and recall how the Reserve was called up—he did not know 
whether he was going to be in the war for 1 year, 2 years, or 3 years, 
and they left their families and their household eftects at their old 
home. 

And now they have to sufter. It is just simply because they did 
not take advantage of an opportunity they had at that time. 

The CuarrmMan. Are there some anticipated claims, further claims? 

Mr. Van Zanprt. Yes, there is about $46,000 worth. 

The CuarrMan. In addition to what we have? 

Mr. Jounson. No, $45,600 worth of claims; $50,000 have been paid. 

The CuarrMAN. Well, that is the point I wanted. 

Mr. Brooks. The total would be about $100,000, $50,000 paid, and 
$46,000 still outstanding. 

Mr. Price. Mr. Chairman, didn’t we approve some legislation of 
this sort last year? 

Mr. Smart. It was considered but not approved. No final action. 

Mr. Pricz. Did we approve it in this committee? 

Mr. Kixupay. It was never approved by the subcommittee, as I 
recall. It was heard but no action was taken. 
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The Cuarrman. Is this a unanimous report from your subecommit- 
tee? 

Mr. Jounson. It is, yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Well, I think—I am like Mr. Cole. My resistance 
is a little low this morning. Maybe we should be generous. We 
have some doubts about it——— 

Mr. Kinpay. I might say for the record, Mr. Chairman, that I 
think the objections expressed heretofore was as to the policy, rather 
than the individual cases involved; that is, as to the policy of having 
done it for those who did get it. 

The CHarrman. Mr. Wilson. 

Mr. Wiuson. This bill, in effect, takes the place of a lot of individual, 
private buls. That is what it does. 

Mr. Kinpay. Yes, and it relieves the disbursing officer of the 
checkages and relieves him of an attempt to recover from Reserve 
officers mostly who have long since left active duty. It may be only 
a legal claim from which nothing could be realized as to that already 
paid. 

The CHatrMan. Without objection, the bill is reported. 

Mr. Johnson, go to the next one. 

Mr. Jounson. I refer now to S. 709. 
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Mr. Jounson. 8S. 709 is a bill which would give proper recognition 
to the distinguished service of Col. J. Claude Kimbrough. 

This bill would authorize the President to retain Colonel Kimbrough 
as a military consultant in urology at Walter Reed Army Medical 
Center. Such designation would be subject to Col. J. Claude Kim- 
brough’s acceptance and would be terminable at his pleasure, or at 
the pleasure of the Sec retary of the Army. 

The sole purpose of the bill is to afford congressional recognition to 
the long and distinguished service of Colonel Kimbrough. It does not 
give any authority in law that the Secretary of the Army does not 
already possess. "The Secretary of the Army could retain Colonel 
Kimbrough as a retired officer on active duty, but to do so would be to 
violate policies and regulations of the Departme nt of the Army which 
require the retirement from active duty at age 64. 

I might explain briefly that when we listened to this bill first, the 
reaction of most of us was that it would set a bad precedent. It 
passed the Senate Armed Services Committee unanimously and also 
passed the Senate I believe unanimously. So the committee suggested 
that the chairman and our counsel have a talk with the Chief of Staff 
of the Army about the matter, to see what their real view of this 
matter was, and he recommended that we pass the bill. 

The point is that this man is one of the most famous urologists in 
the world, at least that is what General Collins says, and they want 
to retain him in the service as long as he will stay and they anticipate 
that he will want to stay as long as he is alive. 

Under their regulations, at age 64, he would have to be retired and 
they want to keep him beyond the age 64. He now has been recalled 
and is now on active duty. We felt since the Chief of Staff of the 
Army thought it would not set a bad precedent—there was one 


S. 


740 


similar case in 1953, similar to this and it never disturbed Congress 
as a precedent and we did not think it would be a bad precedent. 

So finally we determined that we would recommend the adoption 
of S. 709. And I recommend that the committee give favorable 
consideration to it. 

The Cuairman. I have given some thought to this bill and I have 
heard, too, from many of our officers. I think vou are justified in 
reporting it because the man in spite of his age is active and vigorous 
and he is an outstanding genius in his field, perhaps the greatest in 
the country. 

Mr. Kinpay. I would like to say, Mr. Chairman, I happen to 
know Colonel Kimbrough and I agree. He is a very distinguished 
urologist. When we are drafting doctors, | don’t know why we 
shouldn’t keep those we have. 

Mr. Core. Will he still be available for service as a consultant, 
even though he is retired? 

Mr. Duruam. Well, do you know whether there are any more in 
this category? There are quite a number of them, I understand. 

The CuarrMan. He is the only one | know of. 

Mr. Jonnson. Did they answer your question? 

Mr. Cote. I haven’t heard it. 

Mr. JoHnson. Your question was— 

Mr. Coxe. The question was—as I read it, it authorizes the Presi- 
dent upon the retirement of the individual to designate the individual 
as consultant in urology. Now my question is: Is it not possible 
for this individual still to be designated as consultant in urology at 
Walter Reed even though he is retired? 

Mr. Jonnson. It is, and they can. But the point is that they 
can’t keep him beyond the age of 64 on account of some regulations 
that bar the recall of such men that are over 64. 

Mr. Corer. The regulations don’t prevent that man from being 
used as a consultant even though he is over the age 64. 

Mr. Jounson. Well the intimation by the Chief of Staff is that 
they do. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Mr. Chairman, a man retired—he is ordered to 
his home and unless there is an emergency of some kind or good 
reason they do not call him up or even use him as a consultant. In 
this case this colonel would be retained on active duty after retire- 
ment and as a result of Army pelicy not to retain a man on active 
duty once he is retired, after he has reached the age of 64, they are 
asking the Congress of the United States to give him this special 
recognition so they can keep him there. 

Mr. Duruam. Will the gentleman yield at that point? 

Down at my university we have three retired officers teaching in 
the medical school, because they won’t call them back and use them 
because they reached retirement age. When a man is capable and 
qualified to teach in a university medical school, in my opinion the 
Army should continue to use the man. And they ask us to draft 
young men to fill their places. Now this thing is bigger than just 
one man. We should know exactly how many have made applica- 
tion to the Army for this same privilege. I would like to know, 
personally, because I know there is a large number. 

Mr. Devereux. Mr. Chairman. As I understand, Colonel Kim- 
brough now has been retired and recalled and is now serving in the 
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very status of a retired officer called back to active duty. So there 
is no question about that. The Army can do that. This is simply 
a recognition of Colonel Kimbrough as an outstanding urologist. 

Mr. Durnam. But, generally, they don’t want to get themselves in 
a position of adopting a policy of calling all these people back, because 
we have had many requests for them. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Wilson? 

Mr. Wiuson. I wonder if the question might not also be concerned 
with the amount of his pay, too. I notice there is a provision in the 
bill on that. 

Mr. Duruam. No; he is already called. 

The CHarrMaAN. Yes. 

Mr. Duruam. I am not opposing the bill, understand. It is just a 
question of policy. 

The CHarrMAN. Yes. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Speaking of precedent, I think all we have to do 
is look at General MacArthur, Admiral Nimitz and others. They 
are called back after retirement, given a permanent rank, subject to 
an assignment by the Commander in Chief. So we have established 
a precedent. 

The CHarrMAN. Your report—— 

Mr. Coxe. That isn’t quite—that can’t be used as a precedent 
because they are not retired. They have been kept on active duty. 

The CHarRMAN. Yes. 

Mr. Cour. In theory, anyway. 

The CuarrMan. They really are not retired. They remain on 
active duty until they die. 

Mr. Devereux. Mr. Chairman, I think the decision is whether 
or not we are going to give this individual express congressional 
recognition. 

Now, my reaction in the subcommittee was why was he not given 
a Distinguished Service Medal for his activities, in recognition of 
them, rather than this, and it disturbs me a little bit as to whether or 
not we are setting up a particular precedent in this instance. 

Mr. Brennerr. You are going to be giving him more money under 
this bill. 

Mr. Smarr. No. 

Mr. Bennett. It says—— 

Mr. Devereux. Actually his status does not change from what it 
is at the present moment. 

Mr. Bisuop. It says ‘“‘in lieu of his retired pay the full active duty 
pay and allowances—” 

Mr. Mixtuer. Mr. Chairman, we should write into the Doctors 
Draft Act a provision to take some of these people back. We might 
save some of the young doctors. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Mr. Chairman, during the course of the hearings 
it was also discussed why he had not been promoted to brigadier 
general, and of course it so happens that this particular position 
requires a colonel. So for him to retain that position, he has to 
remain as acolonel. If he is promoted to brigadier general, he would 
have to be assigned to another position. 

The CuarrMan. Have you anything, Bob. 

Mr. Smarr. General Devereux, I think, has accurately stated the 
case. The duty status of this doctor, as I understand it, will not be 
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affected at all by this legislation. They are singling this doctor out 
because he is an outstanding urologist. They had a case identical or 
almost identical to it 18 years ago, where they gave congressional 
recognition to a man of particularly outstanding capabilities. That 
is the sole purpose of this legislation, as I see it. 

Mr. Ducanper. That is right. 

The Cuarrman. Of course he has operated on some of these high 
generals. He saved their lives. 

Mr. Ducanprr. No question about it. 

Mr. Brooks. Of course, this could be done without an act of Con- 
gress, but they want it for that particular reason. 

Mr. Smarr. He could receive a military decoration for a meritorious 
service other than combat service. But the Department obviously 
feels that this doctor’s service and accomplishments in the field of 
urology are so outstanding that they want to come to the Congress 
and recognize it through this source, rather than through a military 
decoration. I think it boils down purely to that. 

Mr. Van Zanpt. Mr. Chairman? 

The CHarrMAN. Yes. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. One of our colleagues, the distinguished Congress- 
man from Ohio, Clarence Brown, was the victim of the knife of the 
colonel, and he wrote a letter heartily supporting this legislation. 

The CuarrmMan. I know that case, too. There have been several 
others. 

Mr. Gavin. Well, this is an individual case and you are not estab- 
lishing any precedent here. 

The CuarrMan. And it was a unanimous report. 

Mr. Van Zanpt. Yes, sir. 

The CuHatrMan. Without objection, the bill will be reported. 

All right, Mr. Van Zandt, take over. Mr. Johnson had to go to the 
floor. 

H. R. 2226 


Mr. Van Zanpr. Mr. Chairman, H. R. 2226 is a bill which would 
repeal a special statute governing the expenses of travel for new 
civilian appointees of the Navy. The statute which would be repealed 
by the legislation is the act of July 1, 1902. This special statute, relat- 
ing only “to the Navy Department, provides for payment of salary 
to new appointees of the Navy Department appointed to overseas 
duty only from the date of sailing from the United States and until 
the date of return to the United States. All other military depart- 
ments operating under another law, as well as the several executive 
departments, are authorized to pay salaries of new appointees from 
the point of recruitment or the place of actual residence and upon 
return to their homes. 

Although the Navy Department is included in the later statute 
which authorizes all military and executive departments to pay 
salaries starting from the place of recruitment or their actual residence, 
the Comptroller General has ruled because of the existence of the 
earlier statute, the Navy Department must be governed by the earlier 
statute and, consequently, an inequity is created in the payment 
of compensation between new appointees of the Navy and all other 
civilian appointees in the other military departments and the execu- 
tive departments, also. 
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The legislation, if enacted, will place the Navy on the same basis as 
other military and executive departments who employ civilians for 
overseas work. 

The Navy currently employs 5,580 United States citizens who were 
recruited in the United States for overseas duty. It is estimated that 
the cost of the legislation would be approximately $50,000. 

Mr. Chairman, I recommend favorable consideration of H. R. 2226, 
and the bill has the unanimous support of the subcommittee. 

The CuarrMan. Any questions? 

Mr. Harpy. You mean the passing of this bill is going to cost more 
money? 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Exactly. 

Mr. Harpy. You take out the special provision which the Navy 
now has? 

Mr. Van Zanpt. The legislation will cost approximately $50,000. 

Mr. Harpy. This legislation in effect is portal to portal pay. 
What is the other? 

Mr. Coie. Home to home. 

Mr. Harpy. Home to home. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. We call it the portal to portal. 

Mr. Cote. No, as it is now, as I understand it, with all other 
departments they are paid from where they live. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. That is right, home to home. 

Mr. Coxe. That is right. With the Navy they are paid from their 
port of departure to the port of return. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. The bill itself is designed to establish uniformity. 

The CuarrMan. Equalize it. 

Mr. Brooks. Equalize it. 

The CHatrman. All right. Without objection, the bill is reported. 


H. R. 4488 


The Cuarrman. All right, Mr. Van Zandt. 

Mr. Van Zanpt. H. R. 4488. 

The purpose of H. R. 4488 is to authorize the President to pre- 
scribe, by regulation, the occasions upon which persons who served 
in the Armed Forces of the United States in time of war and who 
have been honorably discharged therefrom may wear the uniform 
of the Armed Force in which they so served. Under present law, 
persons are authorized to wear the uniform on occasions of ceremony. 
However, the statutes do not define the term “occasions of ceremony”’ 
and, consequently, difficulty has arisen in determining what the 
Congress meant by using this term. 

The legislation would authorize the President to make regulations 
concerning the authorized wearing of the uniform. 

The subcommittee was a little disturbed about what type of regu- 
lations should be authorized and felt that the Armed Services Com- 
mittees were entitled to review these regulations before they were 
promulgated. 

Consequently, the bill was amended by the subcommittee so as to 
authorize the President to issue regulations “after prior consultation 
with the Armed Services Committees of the Congress.”’ This will 
afford an opportunity for congressional review of the regulations 
before they are put into effect. 
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Mr. Chairman, I move favorable consideration of H. R. 4488 as 
amended. 

Here, again, the committee was unanimously in support of this bill. 

Mr. Brooks. I second the motion. 

Mr. Cote. Mr. Chairman, I think the bill is all right. [ am not 
so sure that it is wise to have the amendment the subcommittee has 
recommended, requiring the President to submit his regulations to us 
regarding the occasional use or wearing of the uniform. 

The CuarrmMan. Except it carries out certainly the wish and the 
feelings, and the will, of Mr. Vinson that the Congress keep a tight 
rein check on all these things. I don’t see that it would hurt for the 
Armed Services Committee to review. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Chairman, are you going to deny the Commander 
in Chief the right to say when they shall wear the uniform? 

Mr. Brooks. No, Mr. Chairman, the idea was not that at ail. 
The idea is this, that we really ought to have written in statutory law 
the exact basis on which the uniform can be worn. But it is extremely 
difficult to do it. Beeause here is what we are after now. A former 
soldier was taken out of an M-day Communist parade up in New 
York with the uniform on. Now it is hard to designate what are 
Communist observers at ceremonies. But we don’t want the uniform 
worn at Communist ceremony there. If they can do that by regula- 
tion, we want it done by regulation. But since it strikes at the very 
foundation of organizations like the American Legion, the Veterans 
of Foreign Wars, and other patriotic organizations, the subcommittee 
felt that it would be advisable for the full committee here to know 
something about what the regulations are, because we have lots of 
buddies that attend Legion meetings in uniform and we don’t want 
them picked out of the Legion meeting because of the improvidently 
issued regulation. We want to know, really, what the regulations are 
so we can tell our own people, too. 

The CuarrmMan. | think we could leave it, though, pretty well to 
the discretion of our Commander in Chief. Anyone who is President 
of the United States is going to be careful about the rules and regula- 
tions that are laid down. 

Mr. Durnam. We told him to come up here and get permission on 
every piece of real estate. 

The Cuatrrman. I know it. 

Mr. Devereux. Mr. Chairman, under the circumstances we are 
speaking of, he is not the Commander in Chief of these individuals 
because they have been separated from the service. 

The CuarrMan. That is right. 

Mr. Deverevx. So he has actually no jurisdiction over them. 

Mr. Coxe. He does over the uniforms that they wear, however. 

Mr. Devereux. He does over the uniforms, that is true. 

Mr. Coxe. It is under that authority that we are giving him the 
latitude to prescribe the conditions under which the uniform can be 
worn. 

Mr. Van Zanpt. Mr. Chairman, in committee we gave considera- 
tion to the fact that nearly 20 million of our population today have 
been in uniform and are entitled to wear the uniform on certain 
oceasions. And we felt that possibly the Department of Defense 
may draft regulations that draw a very thin line whether you were or 
whether you were not eligible to wear the uniform. We felt as 
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representatives of the people, the Congress, we should review these 
regulations to make sure that the rights of the individual citizen, 
who was a veteran and who is a veteran, were not violated. 

Mr. Coir. May I inquire: Are there not now regulations under 
which the uniform is worn? 

Mr. Van Zanpr. That is true, but as the bill clarifies here, it 
clarifies a provision so that in the future the courts of the country 
can say whether or not a ceremony such as a Communist gathering is 
one that violates the law. But the law at the present time does not 
prescribe what type of ceremony. This amendment to the law will. 

Mr. Chairman, I move the adoption of the bill. 

The Cratrman. All in favor of the motion say “Aye’’. Those 
opposed, 

Mr. Ducanper. Is that as amended, Mr. Chairman? 

The CHarrMan. As amended. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. As amended; yes, sir. 

The CHarrMan. 4488. 


The CuarrMan. Go ahead. 

Mr. Van Zanpt. H. R. 2327. 

The purpose of this legislation is to authorize the United States 
Post Office Department to designate certain enlisted personnel of the 
military services as postal clerks and assistant postal clerks with 
authority to receive and open pouches and sacks of mail and perform 
such other duties as are authorized by the Postmaster General in 
accordance with the prescribed rules and regulations. 

The proposed bill would allow the Secretary of the military depart- 
ment concerned to specifically waive the giving of any bond by such 
clerks and would provide that the Post Office Department would be 
reimbursed annually for funds and postal stocks embezzled or lost 
through negligence, errors, or defaleations on the part of unbonded 
clerks. 

The Navy, Marine Corps, and Coast Guard presently operate their 
postal services in this manner and the Army and the Air Force would 
be allowed to do likewise by this legislation. Consequently, the 
legislation puts all of the services on the same basis and witnesses 
testified that such a manner of operation is much desired by the Post 
Office Department. 

It is estimated that this proposal would obligate the United States 
with respect to the Army and Air Force for an amount of approxi- 
mately $35,000 per annum. However, it is further estimated that 
this amount would be set off by savings resulting from decreased 
administration costs and there is authority in the bill for the military 
services to proceed against postal clerks to recover the amounts paid 
by the Government in their behalf. 

Mr. Chairman, I move favorable consideration of H. R. 2327 and 
it had the unanimous support of the committee. 

The CHarrmMan. And I think the Committee on Post Offices, too, 
has no objection to this. 

Mr. Ducanper. That is right, no objection, Mr. Chairman. They 
want the legislation as a matter of fact. 

The CHarrmMan. No objection to it. There is a sort of overlapping 
here of jurisdiction and authority, but falls, I think, within the 
province of our committee. 
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Without objection, the bill is reported. 
Go to the next one. 
Mr. Van Zanpt. H. R. 2319. 


H. R. 2319 


Mr. Van Zanpt. Mr. Chairman, the purpose of the proposed 
legislation is to authorize the Secretary of Defense and the Secretaries 
of the military departments to reproduce, rent, sell, or otherwise 
dispose of, to interested persons, concerns, and institutions copies of 
the official records of the department concerned. These would include, 
but not be limited to, papers, documents, books, photographs, motion- 
picture films, and sound reproductions. This would be done con- 
sistent with national security under regulations promulgated by the 
Secretary of Defense. The fees to be charged would not be less than 
the estimated cost of furnishing copies of such reproductions. 

The military departments during World War II accumulated a 
large number of technical and scientific documents, aerial, and other 
photographs, and many other pictures and recordings which are of 
educational and historical value. Considerable requests have been 
received from private persons and concerns and from educational and 
other institutions for copies of such material. 

The Archives and the Congressional Library already have this 
authority and it was granted to the Director of the United States 
Geographical Survey during the 80th Congress. 

The subcommittee amended the bill as follows: On page 1, line 5, 
delete the word “interest’’ and insert in lieu thereof the words 
“properly authorized.” 

On page 1, line 6, between the words ‘current’? and “records” 
insert the word “public.” 

On page 2, line 4, following the word “reproductions” add the 
words “including reasonable administrative overhead.” 

The amendments are the result of an effort on the part of the sub- 
committee to make certain that the records were not only current but 
public as well and that not only interested persons, but properly 
authorized persons be given an opportunity to purchase these records. 
Furthermore, the subcommittee felt that any fees charged should 
include a reasonable administrative overhead. 

Since the sales authorized in this bill are to be made for a cost, plus 
overhead costs, it is not estimated that the bill will entail the expendi- 
ture of any funds. 

Mr. Chairman, I move favorable consideration of H. R. 2319 as 
amended. 

The CHarrMAN. You are sure you are not putting the Government 
into the printing and bookbinding business? 

Mr. Van Zanpt. Mr. Chairman, we went into that very carefully. 
I think it can best be explained by a request that they received from 
a professor on the west coast, in the employ of an educational institu- 
tion. He has the responsibility of making a study of a certain govern- 
mental activity and he has requested the records. In this case the 
records will be furnished, if they are within the security regulations 
of the country. And all costs of preparing and actually forwarding 
him a copy of such records will have to be assumed by the institution 
or by the professor concerned. 
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And it mostly involves educational and charitable requests that 
the Government receives. 

Now in the case of public documents, they would then go to the 
Superintendent of Public Documents. 

The CuatrMan. Of course, my question 

Mr. Gavin. How about these films that are on television now, 
such as Victory at Sea? If you went in to produce those for civic, 
patriotic, and other organizations, on a large scale, wouldn’t that run 
into a tremendous sum of money? 

Mr. Van Zanpt. Of course, the program that you speak of, | 
think, is an educational program sponsored by the Navy. But if we 
were to take a commercial concern and they were to come to the Navy 
and say ‘‘We would like to rent this film,” it will be possible under this 
law to rent it, or under this bill, and they will have to pay in return the 
rental fee to the Government. And if they want reproductions made, 
they will have to pay for the reproductions. 

The Cuarrman. Of course, my question was a rather silly one 
Mr. Van Zandt, because we all know the Government Printing Office 
is perhaps the greatest printing establishment on earth, when you 
think of all our agricultural yearbooks and farmers’ bulletins and all 
other public documents. But I was just wondering whether or not 
this would go into competition with any private publishing house. 

Mr. Brooks. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Van Zanpt. Yes. 

Mr. Brooks. I think they testified before the committee they 
presently have about 8 million official requests a year that they are 
fully authorized and they do handle. This will only add about two 
or three hundred more requests. 

So it will add only three or four hundred more. 

The CuHarrman. And it is not going to cost us any money. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. No. Actually will save money, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Durnam. Mr. Chairman. 

The CuarrmMan. Mr. Durham. 

Mr. Duruam. This is off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Mr. Chairman, it was explained to us that the 
actual request as to whether or not the document should be released 
is covered by other laws and regulations that stem from those laws. 
This bill here only concerns the rental or the actual selling of docu- 
ments. It does not relate to those regulations as to whether or not 
the document could be sold or could be rented. 

Mr. Duruam. It looks like under the bill they might get them, 
be able to get them, by just paying the postage for them, under 
your provision there, “not less than estimated cost of furnishing 
such reproductions.” 

Mr. Ducanprer. Mr. Chairman, the bill specifies current records 
and current records is defined—‘‘as used herein, means records that 
are required for use in the current operation and administration of the 
department concerned.”’ 

Now they told us that once they are not current, they are trans- 
ferred to Archives and Archives already has this authority that this 
legislation would give them. 

Mr. Duruam. | raised the question simply for the reason that a lot 
of people believe in those things, you know, and there might be some- 
body in the department 
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The Cuarrman. Mr. Hardy. 

Mr. Harpy. I just was wondering whether the committee had in 
mind a definition of the term “properly authorized persons,” who that 
might include. 

Mr. Brooks. I think I suggested that change, on the motion of my 
colleague there, that we ought to be more specific and rather than say 
“interested persons,” we ought to change it and say “properly author- 
ized persons,’’ meaning persons that had authority under presently 
existing laws to ask for records that might be confidential. 

Mr. Harpy. Anybody could ask for records. But whether they 
would be properly authorized is another question. 

Mr. Brooks. That is right. And that is what we intended. 

Mr. Van Zanpvt. That is right. 

Mr. Brooks. We don’t want Mr. Brooks, for instance, to go down 
and ask for a part of Mr. Hardy’s record unless he has full authority 
from Mr. Hardy to make the request. 

Mr. Harpy. That is just the question. If you leave this in here 
without any definition or without any requirement with respect to 
this definition administratively, why, we are leaving it mighty wide 
open, it seems to me. 

Mr. Brooks. Well, the law already specifies who is authorized to 
go into the records. We don’t add to that at all. 

Mr. Harpy. Yes, but you say “rent or sell to properly authorized 
persons.”’ Now does the law already say who is properly authorized 
to rent or to buy? 

Mr. Van Zanprt. It does, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brooks. Yes. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. The law very specifically states that before John 
Jones can get a record from the Government of the United States 
concerning Pete Smith, that John Jones has to have power of attorney, 
and the form is prescribed and has to be properly executed before a 
notary public. 

Mr. Coxe. Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Cole. 

Mr. Coxe. Does this bill affect the dissemination of personal, 
private records of the Government? 

Mr. Smart. No. 

Mr. Van Zanpv. No. 

Mr. Coxe. Well, it applies only to public records. 

Mr. Smarr. That is right. 

Mr. Cote. Then anybody, if it is a public record, has a right to go 
in and ask for it. He doesn’t have to show an authorization or a 
particular interest. If he wants it, he goes and gets it. 

Mr. Van Zanpvrt. That is right, but the record has to be cleared, 
first, from the standpoint of security. 

Mr. Coxe. Not if it is a public record. 

Mr. Brooks. It applies to current records. 

Mr. Cote. Your amendment, I understood, was to add the word 
“public” to make certain that this authority applied only to public 
records. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Yes, sir; and properly authorized. 

Mr. Corr. Therefore, anybody upon request ought to be able to 
get the copies if he wants to, if it is a public record. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. It has been declassified before it is made public. 
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Mr. Harpy. If it is a public record, I don’t see why anybody has 
to have any particular authorization. If it were not a publie record 
and—we were discussing things here a minute ago that sounded like 
we were talking about a private record. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Mr. Chairman, in the committee, of course, we 
explored the entire field to make sure that we realized we were living 
with insecurity and at the same time we were protecting the interest 
of the individual citizen. 

The CuarrmMan. But your security is protected by making it public. 

Mr. Cour. That is right. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. But it only becomes a public document after 
security regulations have been applied. 

The CuHarrman. That is right. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. And it only becomes a public document after the 
right of the individual has been protected. 

Mr. Harpy. Then the use of the words “properly authorized”’ with 
respect to public documents has no significance. 

Mr. Cour. That is right. 

The CHatrmMan. That is the point. 

Mr. Brooks. I| think you have to go further than to permit them 
to get public records, because there are some records over there that 
are not public, that they certainly want to give copies to properly 
authorized persons. It would be a part of vour service record. 

Mr. Hess. You can’t, if the bill says public records. You can’t 
give any other records. 

Mr. Brooks. But it is public to the extent it is not security, not a 
security record. 

The CuarrmMan. Who is going to determine who is properly author- 
ized? That is setting up censorship. 

Mr. Bennerr. It says “consistent with national security.’ 

Mr. Durnuam. We found out they had a map marked ‘‘Secret” and 
they will sell it to anybody that wants it. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Mr. Chairman, in order to—— 

The CHarrMaNn. Yes. 

Mr. Van Zanpr (continuing). Reach a final decision in regard to 
H. R. —— 

The CHAIRMAN. 2319. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. 2319, I move the adoption of the bill without the 
amendment, which includes 

The CuarrMan. Line 5, page 1. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Page 1, line 5, where it says delete the word 
“interested” and insert in lieu thereof “properly authorized”; and on 
page 1, line 6, between the words “current” and “records”, insert the 
word “public”—— 

Mr. Harpy. You want to keep the word “‘publie’’? 

The CHarrMAN. No. 

Mr. Hess. You want that in? 

Mr. Van ZanptT. Just a minute now. And page 2, line 4, following 
the word “reproductions”’, add the words “including reasonable admin- 
istrative overhead”’. 

Now I move the adoption of the bill without amendments. Then 
1 have in mind offering the amendments, so as to clarify them. 

Mr. Coxe. Offer your amendments first. 
Mr. Brooks. Offer the amendments first; yes. 
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The CuarrMan. Leave the bill as it is. 

Now then, what amendments do you want to offer? 

Mr. Van Zanpr. On page 1, line 6, between the words “current” and 
“records,” insert the word ‘‘public”’. 

The CaarrMan. Good. 

Mr. Van Zanp?. Page 2, line 4, following the word ‘reproduction’, 
add the words “including reasonable administrative overhead”’. 

Now I move its adoption. 

The Cuarrman. That is all right. 

Mr. Brooks. I will second the motion. 

Mr. Coun. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Hardy has raised a question—or I 
think Mr. Durham. On line 4, with respect to the cost of furnishing 
the reproductions, that might be construed—— 

The CHArRMAN. Page 2, line 4. 

Mr. Cour. Page 2, line 4, cost of furnishing might be construed as 
simply the cost of transmittal and not as intended, I think, to cover 
the cost of preparation of reproductions. 

Mr. Gavin. Why don’t you offer an amendment to put in “cost 
preparation and furnishing such document’’? 

Mr. Wruson. Or delete the word ‘furnish’. 

Mr. Corn. “Cost of preparation and furnishing’. Cost of pro- 
duction wouldn’t include the cost of shipping. 

Mr. Bennert. Strike the word “furnishing’’. It takes care of it, 
wouldn’t it? 

Mr. Duruam. I think it would. 

The Cuarrman. “Cost of such reproduction’. Yes, strike out 
“furnishing”’. 

Mr. Coxe. Cost of reproduction would not cover the cost of 
shipping. 

Mr. Hess. They can charge the cost of shipping, if they wanted 
to ship it. Or they can come and pick it up. 

Mr. Cour. If you had ‘cost of furnishing and preparation’’, that 
would include the whole thing. 

Mr. Durnam. I have no objection to it. The only thing I say, 
it looks like to me—— 

The CHarrMAN. Mr. Cole offers an amendment on page 2, line 4, 
following the word “of” add “production and furnishing”’. 

Mr. Ducanper. “Preparation’’, isn’t it, Mr. Cole? 

The CHarrMaNn. “Preparation”. 

Mr. Coxe. ‘Preparation and’’, is what I used. 

The CHAIRMAN. “Preparation and’’. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Mr. Chairman, you say “not less than the esti- 
mated cost of such reproduction’’, if Mr. Cole’s amendment is adopted, 
striking out the word “furnishing’’. 

Mr. Smarr. No, 

The CHarrMan. No. 

Mr. Coir. It would read ‘‘not less than the estimated cost of 
preparation and furnishing such reproductions”’. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Well, the point I want to develop is: Is not the 
word “reproduction’’—does it not cover the entire effort? What are 
you reproducing? You are reproducing a document. To reproduce 
it, vou have to send for it, you got to reproduce it, and you got to 
mail it. You are going to cover the overall cost. 
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Mr. Coxe. We are covering the overall cost of preparing a repro- 
duction and sending it. 

Mr. Harpy. It seems to me that we have a good many bugs in this 
thing. In the light of the discussion, the subcommittee, it seems to me, 
could work out some amendments which ought to be approved 
without any trouble. 

The CHarrman. Well, the three amendments offered are pretty 
simple, I think. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Yes. 

The CuarrMan. They are very simple. 

Mr. Harpy. I think we all had that same objective. We want to 
be sure we are accomplishing it when we put the amendments in. 

Mr. Bares. Mr. Chairman. 

The CHarrMaANn. Yes. 

Mr. Bares. I am just wondering concerning the use of the word 
“public.” When does a document of the Government become 
public? If it is used for secret information, it would not be public. 
Even if it is declassified to a certain degree, I don’t know if it would 
then become public. 

I am wondering if you limit the sale of these by putting in that 
word “public,” which I don’t understand. I don’t understand just 
when a thing becomes public. What we are trving to do is make it 
public and make it available for sale. I just don’t understand the 
use of the word there and whether or not it will complicate the picture. 

Mr. Bennett. Is the passage of this bill going to make it any 
easier for the Commies to get some of our secret stuff? 

The CHarrman. No; I am not scared of that at all. 

Mr. Bares. I think the word “current records,” Mr. Chairman, 
expresses—— 

The CHarrMan. You know what public documents are. It is avail- 
able to anyone who wants to pay for them. 

Mr. Bares. If that is so, Mr. Chairman, then what is the purpose 
of this legislation? If it is already public — 

Mr. Hess. So they can buy reproductions of it. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Wilson. 

Mr. Witson. This bill allows the Defense Department to reproduce 
such documents, gives them the authority to. The documents are 
already public. 

Mr. Bares. Oh, no. 

The CuarrmMan. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Witson. Anyone is entitled to come in and read them if they 
want to. But it is a convenience that is offered to institutions. That 
is the whole purpose of it. 

Mr. Bennett. The only thing that worries me about this: Isn’t it 
actually going to be easier for the people to get topographical data, 
maps, and all sorts of things, that they might use? 

The CHarrMan. No. 

Mr. Price. They get that already. 

Mr. Bennett. It will make it easier for them to get it, won't it? 

The CHarrmMan. No. 

Mr. Brooks. Mr. Chairman, this is one of the few bills we had that 
will save the Government money. 

The CHarrMAN. Yes. 
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Mr. Brooks. That was the reason I was sort of enthusiastic about 
it. It was one of the few we reported that will save money. We 
could go ahead without the bill, but if you want to save the Govern- 
ment money, you are going to have a bill. 

The CuarrmMan. Those in favor of reporting the bill as amended, 
with the three amendments, let it be known by saying aye. Opposed, 
no. 

Mr. Gavin. Now, as I understand it, Mr. Chairman, this bill, as 
we pass it now will cover all cost in reproducing and distributing these 
public documents as requested by the people. 

The CHarrmMan. That is right. 
Mr. Gavin. All cost. 

The CuarrMan. Right. 

Mr. Witson. Plus overhead. 
Mr. Van Zanpr. Mr. Chairman. 
The Cuarrman. Mr. Van Zandt. 


H. R. 4361 


Mr. Van Zanpr. 4361. The purpose of this legislation is to con- 
tinue in effect the act of June 25, 1952, until the expiration of the 
present national emergency, plus 6 months. 

That act prohibits the photographing, mapping, sketching, of any 
facilities or equipment within posts, stations, camps, and other 
installations vital to the defense of the United States. 

Mr. Chairman, this is merely a security measure which I believe 
everyone will agree is quite necessary, for we must maintain our 
vigilance concerning our defense installations during a period of 
national emergency. 

Mr. Duruam. I| move it be adopted. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. There is one amendment which the subcommittee 
thought should be made. It is a technical amendment and for refine- 
ment only. Public Law 450, 82d Congress, has been extended by 
Public Law 12, 83d Congress, consequently the subcommittee amended 
the bill as follows: On page 1, line 6, immediately preceding the comma 
following the word “Congress,” insert the following: “and as further 
extended by section 1, Public Law 12, 83d Congress, approved March 
31, 1953.” 

Mr. Chairman, I move favorable consideration of H. R. 4361, which 
had the unanimous consent of the committee. 

The CuarrMan. Without objection, it is reported. 

Mr. Coie. Mr. Chairman, let me ask when does that authority 
expire under the terms of present law? 

Mr. Ducanper. It expires July 1, Mr. Cole. 

Mr. Coxe. This year? 

Mr. Ducanper. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Van Zanpt. H. R. 4366. 


H. R. 4366 


Mr. Van Zanpr. Mr. Chairman, the purpose of this bill is to con- 
tinue in effect the commissions of certain officers who are missing in 
action or in a captured status. 

Prior to the passage of the Armed Forces Reserve Act the commis- 
sions of Army and Air Force officers were for a limited term. The 
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Armed Forces Reserve Act provided that all term appointments 
would become indefinite appointments upon their expiration and if 
the officer agreed to accept an indefinite appointment. 

Those officers who are missing in action or interned by the enemy 
can neither be tendered an indefinite commission nor could they accept 
same if it was so tendered. 

If these commissions are allowed to expire there would be no author- 
ization, for instance, to hospitalize them if and when they are released. 
There would be no authority in law to grant them physical-disability 
retirement if they otherwise would be entitled to it. 

The bill would continue in effect those appointments expiring until 
such a person is released from active duty. If before the officer is 
released from active duty he agrees to accept an indefinite-term 
appointment he shall be given such an appointment in lieu of his term 
commission. 

Mr. Chairman, this is an extremely worthwhile piece of legislation 
and I move its favorable consideration. 

The CHarrMAN. Any questions? 

Without objection, the bill is reported. 

Mr. Van Zanprt. Mr. Chairman, H. R. 2321. 


H. R. 2321 


Mr. Van Zanpr. Mr. Chairman, this bill simply makes it possible 
for the Secretary of Defense to approve a design and issue licenses for 
the manufacture and sale of lapel buttons and service flags which 
could be worn by the familes of those persons in the active military 
service. 

I believe all will agree that the gravity of the present emergency 
is such as to warrant this small recognition of the great sacrifice now 
being made by our service personnel and their families and that the 
people of every neighborhood throughout the country would welcome 
this simple opportunity to honor the men and women who have left 
their homes to serve their country. 

Since the buttons and service flags would be sold, the bill would 
entail the expenditure of no Federal funds. 

Mr. Chairman, | move favorable consideration of H. R. 2321. 

The CHarrRMAN. | am glad you are applying it to all veterans, too. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Yes. 

The CuairmMan. And eliminating these distinctions we built up. 
Without objection, the bill is reported. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. H. R. 4417. 


H. R. 4417 


Mr. Van Zanpr. Mr. Chairman, this bill proposes to amend exist- 
ing law by raising the age limits and increasing the initial grade for 
original appointments of nurses in the regular military services and 
of women medical specialists in the Regular Army and Air Force. 

Existing law—the Army-Navy Nurses Act of 1947— prescribes an 
age limit of 28 years with respect to original appointments in the 
Nurse Corps of the Regular Army and Air Force. It provides for 
age 29 for original appointments of ensigns in the Regular Navy 
Nurse Corps. 


| 


754 


It also provides that appointments may only be made in the lowest 
officer grade. The military departments find that the number of 
nurses and women medical specialists currently being appointed in 
the regular components of the armed services is not sufficient to 
compensate for the losses being incurred. It is felt that if the limita- 
tions are relaxed more women would be induced to apply for regular 
commissions. 

To accomplish this, the bill amends existing law so as to prescribe 
an age limit of 27 vears for appointment in the grade of second lieu- 
tenant or ensign. This also has the effect of making the law the same 
for all of the services. 

In addition, the bill would authorize the appointment of persons 
not more than 30 years of age in the next higher grade of first lieu- 
tenant or lieutenant (junior grade) as appropriate. There is also a 
provision in the bill which provides credit for Reserve service on 
active duty whereby such age limits may be increased by a maximum 
of 5 vears by any period of active commissioned Federal service after 
December 31, 1947. 

Mr. Chairman, the bill is merely designed to get more nurses and 
women specialists into the regular services and the Department of 
Defense is of the opinion that this legislation would be instrumental 
in doing so. I believe we all know of the shortage of nurses, and conse- 
quently the subcommittee was in favor of this legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, I move the favorable consideration of H. R. 4417. 

The CuarrMan. By lowering the age, we can get not only more 
nurses, but you make it uniform to all branches of the service. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. That is right. 

The CuHarrMAN. I think it is a good bill. 

Mr. Duruam. How about the women medical specialists? 

Mr. Ducanprer. They would be brought in the same day as the 
nurses. For the Army and the Air Force, that is. The Navy has no 
women medical specialists. 

Mr. Duruam. They are not in there at the present time. 

Mr. Ducanper. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Durnam. What does that include? Are they in the Regular 
Nurse Corps bill? 

Mr. Ducanper. Yes, sir. 

Mr. DurHnam. What are they? Physiotherapists? 

Mr. Ducanper. Physiotherapists, dietitians. 

Mr. Duruam. There are three of them, aren’t there? I just wanted 
to be sure. 

Mr. Ducanper. There are physiotherapists and dietitians—I don’t 
recall which the other one is, Mr. Durham. 

Mr. Bennett. Maybe occupational therapists. 

Mr. Ducanper. Well, that might be. 

The CuatrMan. Physiotherapists. 

Mr. Durnam. Are we applying the same age to them also? 

Mr. Ducanper. Yes, sir; the same age. 

The CuarrMan. Bacteriologists, I think. 

Mr. Duruam. I just wanted to be sure as to the number that is 
included in this Woman’s Specialists Corps, because if you don’t, we 
will have some in here complaining about being left out. 

Mr. Ducanper. No, sir; they are in the bill, Mr. Durham, and they 
are in the present Army-Navy nurses law. 
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The Cuarrman. I think it includes physiotherapists, bacteriolo- 
gists and—— 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Dental hygienists. 

Mr. Smarr. No. 

The Cuarrman. Dietitians. 

Mr. Kipay. Isn’t this comparable to the provision we have in the 
doctors draft, to give equal rank commensurate with training and 
experience, rather than requiring them to go in at the lowest grade? 

Mr. Smarr. That is right. 

Mr. Duruam. Now this age limit is the same as the medical special- 
ists in the allied medical setup bill? Are you sure of that? I don’t— 
what I am trying to get at here is not to commission one at 27 years 
of age and one at some other age in the same skill. 

Mr. Ducanper. Well, the bill before us now, whereby we are 
amending the Army-Navy Nurses Aet——— 

Mr. Duruam. Yes; but you are setting up a certain age here for 
these specialists. 

Mr. Ducanper. For the nurses, and we are setting up a special 
age for the women’s specialists. 

Mr. Durnam. That is right. 

Mr. Ducanper. And they are the same. 

Mr. Duruam. Are they the same as the allied medical bill special- 
ists, which includes all of these bunch of pharmacists and other groups 
of people, such as physiotherapists—men, in other words? 

Mr. Smart. That is the point, Mr. Durham, The Medical Allied 
Specialists Corps is an all-male group, whereas this one is an all-female 
group. 

Mr. Duruam. I know it. Is the age limit on the commissioning the 
same? 

Mr. Smart. It is not. 

Mr. Duruam. It is not? 

Mr. Smart. There will be a disparity between this, because what 
vou are actually doing: You are increasing the age in order to get 
people, there being a shortage at the present time. That is the sole 
justification for this legislation. 

Mr. Durnam. As I recall this, when we set this up, we set it up on 
the basis of the amount of service we were getting out of the nurse 
before retirement age. Now how much will it change that? Will it 
change the retirement? 

Mr. Smart. Well, you recognize at the same time, Mr. Durham, 
the difference between the sections in providing for retirement at age 
55 among the females, whereas you will go to 62 among the males. 

Mr. Duruam. That is right. This will give you how many years of 
service out of a first lieutenant from the time she is appointed at this 
age to 55? About 20 years. 

Mr. Ducanper. First lieutenant is age 30, but if she is a Reserve 
officer and has been on duty for 5 years—yes, for 5 years—you can 
increase that age by 5 years. 

Mr. Durnam. Yes, but you can commission her direct from civilian 
life, too, under this bill. 

Mr. Ducanper. That is right. But this is also to try and pick up 
the reserve nurses on active duty right now. 

Mr. Duruam. Then she will only serve for 25 years and then she 
will be eligible for full retirement under the retirement bill today. 
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That is the lowest age of any group for retirement that I know of. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. Smarr. Mr. Durham, you have a comparable situation today, 
for instance, in commissioning people—males—into the regular serv- 
ices. The present maximum age is 27. But you increase that by 
the number of vears of extending active duty they may have had as 
reservists since December 1, 1947. 

Mr. Durnam. That is all true. 

Mr. Smarr. So you can add 5 years there, the same as you are 
adding 5 years here. 

Mr. Durnam. That is true, but most of these people will come, of 
course, from civilian life. And you are setting up your retirement 
here on a very limited number of years, which we haven’t heretofore 
done. 

Mr. Smarr. But Mr. Ducander pointed out they are trying to get 
reservists here. 

Mr. Duruam. It is going to cost you a lot of money. 

The Cuarrman. They have to have it. 

Mr. Ducanprr. They say it is the shortage of nurses. They just 
have to do something to make it attractive. 

Mr. Durnam. The ‘vy are going out. They are going out as many 
as are coming in, gentlemen. 

Mr. Devereux. Mr. Chairman? 

The CuarrMan. Yes, General? 

Mr. Devereux. Under the present law a person can retire only 
after 20 vears of service. 

Mr. DurnHaAm. But under this they get full retirement. 

Mr. Deverrux. Will they get full retirement? 

Mr. Ducanper. They would get it according to the number of 
years service, multiplied by 2% percent of their base pay. 

Mr. Durnam. Under the nurse bill? 

Mr. Brooks. I will tell you why we set that early retirement for 
nurses, because the thought was that nurses were not able to carry on 
the duties the same length of time that male commissioned officers 
could. 

Mr. Durnam. That is true. But we took them in at a younger 
age, too. That is what they did, to get the service out of them. 

The Cuarrman, All in favor of reporting the bill let it be known by 
saying ‘“‘Aye.”’ 

Opposed, ‘‘No.” 

Mr. Van Zanpr. H. R. 2271, Mr. Chairman. 


H. R. 2271 


Mr. Van Zanpt. Mr. Chairman, this bill would remove the 
limitation upon the detailing of officers on the active list for recruiting 
service and for duty with ROTC units. 

The National Defense Act provides that no officer on the active 
list shall be detailed for recruiting service or for duty at a school 
or college when officers on the retired list can be secured who are 
competent for such duty. This provision of the permanent law 
has been suspended during the war and since that time. The law 
which suspends this provision of the National Defense Act would 
expire on July 1, 1953, and if this legislation is not enacted it will 
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be necessary to again comb the retired lists for persons to serve in the 
recruiting service and in ROTC billets before a regular officer could 
be assigned. 

The “military departments want permanent authority to assign 
the best officers to these duties rather than having to use the retired 
officers only. It has been pointed out that in both of these types 
of duties the military services should have young, aggressive officers 
rather than men who have completed their military careers and are 
most likely not entirely conversant with the changes which have been 
made in warfare. 

The bill would entail no cost and I move favorable consideration. 

The CuHarrmMan. Without objection, the bill is reported. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. H. R. 4418. 


H. R. 4418 


Mr. Van Zanpr. The purpose of this bill is to amend the present 
law relating to posthumous appointments and promotions of military 
re ‘1 so that the date of death of a person who has been previously 

‘arried in a missing-in-action status would be established as either (1) 
the date of receipt of the evidence that such person was dead or (2) 
the date of the death finding made under section 5 of the Missing Per- 
sons Act, rather than the actual date of death. 

Instances have occurred where a person who was eligible for or 
under consideration for promotion entered a missing-in-action status 
and later it was not known whether he was dead or alive. Under the 
Missing Persons Act such a person is presumed to be alive, and, there- 
fore, promotion action could be completed. Ata later date it is some- 
times discovered that a person actually dies before his selection or 
recommendation for such appointment took place. Under existing 
law when it is later discovered that a person actually died before the 
promotion took place it is necessary to void the promotion and the 
family or dependents of the deces ased, although having been notified 
of his promotion must be again notified of his death and advised that 
the promotion was a nullitv. This has caused needless grief and em- 
barrassment to the next of kin and has resulted in adverse publicity 
for the armed services. 

The Department of Defense advises that this legislative proposal 
would cause no apparent increase in the budgetary requirements for 
the Department of Defense. 

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I move favorable consideration of H. R. 
4418. 

Mr. Harpy. Is there any indication as to what effect it would have 
on the cost by various other agencies of other benefits? 

Mr. Van Zanpr. You mean the VA benefits? 

Mr. Harpy. Yes, and old-age and survivors benefits, FECA, ete. 

Mr. Ducanper. No, Mr. Van Zandt. The original act which this 
amends says that no person shall receive any additional bonus, 
gratuity—names 3 or 4 more things. 

Mr. Harpy. Yes, but the survivors benefits under those various 
acts are based on the base pay of the deceased. 

Mr. Ducanper. Yes, that is true. But I believe the act which 
says that if you promote them posthumously, that no person would 
benefit from that promotion, I believe, would offset these other laws. 
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Mr. Harpy. If you are fixing by law the date of death, then there 
could not be a posthumous promotion, could there? 

Mr. Ducanper. I don’t know that I follow that. 

Mr. Harpy. You are establishing legal date of death for purpose 
of promotion at some time subsequent to his actual death, it would be 
a posthumous promotion, would it not? 

Mr. Ducanper. Well, actually they are saying that for the purpose 
of this act they will not take the actual date of death, but they will 
take the date, one, that the evidence has come in to them, which 
could be 2 years later, you see. 

Mr. Bennett. In other words, if they wanted him to be a general 
after he was dead, all the benefits would flow to the heirs and so forth 
as if he were a general? 

Mr. Brooks. You assume he is alive. 

Mr. Ducanper. Yes. 

Mr. Brooks. Until you get the notice definitely that he is dead. 

Mr. Bennett. It does cost money. 

Mr. Ducanper. Under the present law you take the actual date of 
death no matter when it is reported. And then you might have to 
put it back 2 years. 

Consequently, you have already notified the family the man has 
been promoted. You have to notify them again and take the pro- 
motion away from them. 

Mr. Bennert. It isn’t just a question of hurting people’s feeling. 
You are going to continue to pay him the higher rate that he would 
get if he is a general. Therefore it is going to cost money. 

Mr. Ducanper. I don’t believe so. 

Mr. Bennerr. You don’t believe so. But the statute says the 
death shall be at the time it is determined. You can’t override the 
language. 

Mr. Ducanper. I am basing it on this. The original act, which 
4418 amends or would amend, says: 

That no person shall be entitled to receive any bonus, gratuity, pay or allowance 
by virtue of any provision of this act. 

Mr. Harpy. Well, now, would it be a bonus or a gratuity or any- 
thing else of that nature, if the amount of compensation to the survivors 
under the FECA, for instance, based on his base pay or on his promo- 
tion—wouldn’t his promotion automatically increase the benefits of 
the survivors? 

Mr. Ducanper. I would say no under this language. 

Mr. Bray. Porter, yes, I made some study of that. It would in 
this way. All this does is this. You promote John Smith in October 
You assume he is alive. A year from then you find out that he 
wasn’t alive in October, that he had died in a prison camp the month 
before. This merely allows that matter to stand. Now the only 
difference in cost would be the difference between his pay and say of 
his pay as captain or major during that year. He is not entitled— 
that is his dependents later would not be entitled to any more because 
of that. 

Mr. Harpy. Wouldn’t his dependents later be paid old-age and 
survivors insurance and Federal employees compensation based on 
that final base pay, which was awarded posthumously? 

Mr. Bennerr. Surely. 
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Mr. Bray. You see, it differs from posthumous promotion because 
porthumous promotion—you know he is dead at that time. It is 
rather an honorary —— 

Mr. Harpy. I can readily understand the desirability from the 
standpoint of embarrassment and all that stuff. But in view of the 
fact that in a great many cases now the survivors of an individual get 
more pay than the actual man gets while he is living, then I do not 
see any basis for further increasing the benefits accruing to the 
survivors. 

Mr. Bennett. In view of the fact that the subcommittee was of 
the opinion apparently it wasn’t going to cost any more money and 
in view of the discussion today shows it is going to cost more money, 
I think it ought to be sent back to the subcommittee. 

Mr. Bray. I knew it cost more money. 

Mr. Bennett. I am sure it would cost more money. 

Mr. Bray. That is the only fair thing to do, though. 

The Mr. Brooks? 

Mr. Brooks. Let me ask you this question, sir. If we don’t pass 
this legislation and a man is promoted and we later on found out he 
was dead at the time the promotion occurred, then we have paid the 
family the allotment based on his promotion—we paid the salary, 
too—what are we going to do, go back to that dead man’s family and 
request a return of the pay that we have erroneously paid? Unless 
we do something wouldn’t that occur? 

Mr. Bennett. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me it would be quite 
fair—— 

The CHarrMaAn. Wait, one at a time. 

Mr. Brooks. I was not sitting on the subcommittee when it came 
up, but it seems to me that that is going to follow, that if you don’t 
authorize the posthumous commissioning of a man who is a prisoner 
of war or missing in action, you are going to have to go back to the 
families for the increase in pay that the man’s family would have 
already received because it was assumed he was alive and he was 
automatically promoted. 

The CuHarrmMan. Mr. Bennett. 

Mr. Bennett. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me it would be quite 
fair not to try to collect any money on the basis of this advanced 
rank. As far as I am concerned, it would be quite all right to let the 
man have his advanced rank. But I wouldn’t want him, after the 
determination that he was dead, before he became a major, for in- 
stance, to pay the heirs and so forth continuously from there on out— 
not just for that year you mentioned, Mr. Bray, but from there on 
out until there were no further heirs, on the basis of his being a major. 

Mr. Harpy. You are going to make these payments for their life- 
time? 

Mr. Bennett. I agree with you. I think it ought to go back to 
the subcommittee. 

The Cuarrman. I think perhaps we should let this bill go over and 
give it further consideration. 

Without objection. 

Well, I want to thank the subcommittee for its diligent work. We 
have gotten rid of a good many bills this morning. I know the sub- 
committee has worked hard. Your batting average is high. Only 
one we carried over. We will give it further consideration, H. R. 
4418. 
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Now, I think the Subcommittee No. 1 has some bills. First, Mr. 
Hess and then Mr. Cunningham. And we can get through now if we 
will all pay attention. 

Mr. Hess. Mr. Chairman, Subcommittee No. 1 met last Tuesday 
for the consideration of seven departmental bills. 

The CuarrMan. Let’s give attention, members. 

Mr. Hess. I sat as chairman in the absence of Mr. Shafer. 

Of the 7 bills considered, 5 are favorably reported to the full com- 
mittee in their original form. One was amended by striking all after 
the enacting clause and substituting new language, and action on | 
was deferred pending receipt of additional detailed information from 
the Department of the Army. 

The five bills favorably considered in their original form are as 
follows: 


H. R. 2315 and H. R. 4554 


Mr. Hess. H. R. 2315 and H. R. 4554, which merely provide for 
concurrent police jurisdiction between the United States and the 
States concerned over roads heavily traveled by the civilian public 
within Fort Belvoir, Va., and Fort Sill, Okla. That is all. 

The CuHarrMan. Fort Sill and Fort Belvoir. 

Mr. Hess. That is right. 

The CuarrMan. We already have that jurisdiction. 

Mr. Hess. It gives concurrent jurisdiction. 

The CuatrMan. Without objection, the two bills are approved. 
Mr. Hess, what are the numbers of those two bills? 

Mr. Hess. H. R. 2315 and H. R. 4554. 

The CuHairMan. Without objection, those two bills are reported. 

Mr. Hess. H. R. 2312. 


H. R. 2312 


Mr. Hess. This bill would repeal Public Law 820 of the 80th 
Congress, sometimes known as the Natural Fibers Act. Briefly, that 
law authorized a fund to purchase cotton, wool, and other materials 
for use in assisting the economic recovery of occupied areas. Japan 
was the only area to take advantage of the fund and did so to the 
extent of some $57.5 million. 

The books are completely cleared now and all money has been 
returned to the Treasury. The reason for repealing the law is that 
while it is still on the books, the Secretary of the Army just makes an 
annual report with respect to the status of the fund. ‘This takes time 
and money and serves no useful function. 

Mr. Duruam. Did we lose any money? I say, we didn’t lose any 
money on this? 

Mr. Hess. Pardon? 

Mr. Durnam. We didn’t lose any money on this? 

Mr. Hess. Not at all. Not a cent. 

The CuairMan. Without objection, the bill is favorably reported. 

Next. 

Mr. Hess. The next one is 2314. 
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Mr. Hess. This bill would authorize an exchange of lands at the 
former Marine Corps Air Station, Eagle Mountain Lake, Tex. This is 
almost an even exchange with some slightly money advantage to the 
Government and with a definite advantage with respect to operations 
at the installation. 

The Cuairman. Is there any objection to H. R. 2314? 

(Chorus of no.) 

Mr. Hess. That is an exchange of land. 

The CuHarrMan. I didn’t think so. That is reported. 


R..2317 


Mr. Hess. The next one is 2317. This bill would permit the Secre- 
tary of the Navy to furnish certain supplies and services to foreign 
naval vessels in our ports without requiring an advance of funds from 
the foreign country. The principal purpose of this bill is to remove a 
source of embarrassment to the Navy Department since foreign 
Governments make no such demand on our naval vessels in their 
ports. The bill makes the furnishing of supplies and services on a 
wholly reciprocal basis. Payments will be made by the foreign 
Governments, as before, the only change is that payments won’t have 
to be made in advance which is inconvenient on weekends when banks 
are closed. 

The Cuarrman. No objection to that. Without objection, the bill 
is reported. 


H. R. 2313 


Mr. Hess. Now 2313 deals with the right of the procurement agen- 
cies of the military departments to inspect and audit the plants and 
books of defense contractors. The original act was passed in 1942 
and has been extended four times since then. This bill, as introduced, 
would have extended the authority until 6 months after the present 
emergency. Your subcommittee felt, and the departmental witness 
agreed, that this should be permanent legislation. The subcommittee, 
therefore, struck all after the enacting clause and inserted new lan- 
guage making this legislation permanent. 

At this time I would like to offer new language: 
that section 1301 of the Act of March 27, 1952, is amended by deleting the words 
“and before the termination of the present war’. 

Sec. 2. Section 1 (A) (2), of the Emergency Powers Continuation Act, as 
amended by Section 1 of the Act of March 31, 1953 is repealed. 

The witness from the Department said they had been studying the 
question of making this legislation permanent and that they thought 
it should be made permanent and they had hoped to come before the 
committee at some time in the near future and ask that it be made 
permanent. But as long as they were coming up for this extension, we 
decided to make it permanent at this time. 

Mr. Duruam. You know this is pretty far-reaching legislation. 

Mr. Hess. Well, it gives the Government the right to go in and 
inspect the books of various Government contractors and I think it 
protects the Government. I think it should be permanent legislation. 

The CuarrMan. Just like our daylight saving time. 
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Mr. Durnam. Doesn’t the Comptroller General have the same 
power now, at the present time, on these accounts? What I was 
trying to get at is not try to get a duplication of going into these 
business concerns, because we keep these stations throughout the 
country and the Comptroller General examines these books. 

Mr. Hess. Of course, the Department wouldn’t be examining all 
contracts. It might pick out a contract here and there. 

Mr. Duruam. It will give the War Department a pretty good 
chance to build up a pretty sizeable auditing outfit, I should think. 
You might get into duplication, is the only thing I am worrying about, 
because I don’t want two auditing concerns of the Government going 
into the same plant and auditing the same set of books and keeping 
the man busy auditing his books and not producing any goods. There 
is a possibility there. 

I don’t know how far it reaches. 

Mr. Harpy. You have possibilities of duplications all over, where 
you got any one group of people that are employed by the Government. 
that are paid to audit. 

Mr. Gavin. I move, Mr. Chairman, the bill be laid on the table 
and the Department of Defense present their case to determine 
whether or not we think it is advisable. 

Mr. Harpy. The Department of Defense already determined their 
case before the subcommittee. 

The CuatrrmMan. Mr. Gavin has a motion. Those in favor—— 

Mr. Duruam. Understand, I am not objecting to the bill. The 
only thing—— 

Mr. Gavin. There may be a lot of duplication in here. Let’s hear 
what the Department of Defense—— 

Mr. Durnam. The Department of Defense is certainly qualified to 
audit anybody’s books, as far as I am concerned. 

The CHarrmMan. We can hear from the Department of Defense. 

Mr. Cour. Mr. Chairman, may I point out the Comptroller General 
does not come into audit after the job is done. This authorizes the 
Department to come in while the thing is under operation, and I have 
in mind particularly the need for that authority in assessing renego- 
tiation of values and prices. 

Mr. Barns. They have to do it. 

Mr. Durnam. Only on the basis of emergency contracts, but when 
you take it in peacetime I was wondering whether or not you would 
run into duplications. 

The CuarrMan. I think it is a good bill. 

Mr. Gavin. I will withdraw my motion. 

Mr. Smarr. I will point out, Mr. Chairman, that the same thing is 
required under the Vinson-Trammell Act. You will recall there are 
limitations placed on profits. When that is invoked there are many 
plants where there is war production and also civilian production. 

In order to be able to assess proportionate shares of the cost, it is 
incumbent upon the Navy to go in there and audit those books and 
accounts on a continuing basis. 

Mr. Durnam. Why don’t we put a limit on this, for so many years, 
and not make it permanent legislation. Whatever the committee says 
is all right with me. 

Mr. Gavin. What would you suggest now? You say put a limit 
on it. 


| 


763 


Mr. Duruam. Well, we have been putting a limit on it. 

The CHairMAN. We have extended it three or four times. 

Mr. Hess. Four times. 

The CuarrMan. It is just like your daylight saving law. I think 
you have to have this in time of war. 

Mr. Duruam. Sure. 

Mr. Coie. Mr. Durham’s point I think has some merit. This 
authority should be available to the departments only during war 
time or a national emergency. 

The CHatrMAn. Yes. 

Mr. Core. And not be be exercised in the normal peactime opera- 
tions of Government. 

The Cuarrman. That is right. 

Mr. Duruam. We are going to be in session. Say 5 years or some- 
thing like that. 

Mr. Hess. It is for defense contractors only. 

Mr. Cote. But it is during peacetime as well as emergency times. 

Mr. Hess. Well, it would be. 

Mr. Keuiener. At all times, ves, sir. 

Mr. Witson. Mr. Chairman. 

The CuHarrmMan. Mr. Wilson. 

Mr. Witson. I would like to point out the extension of authority 
is very similar as the one in the bill 4631, which we reported from our 
subcommittee. It merely extends it to the end of the emergency 
plus 6 months. It is similar to others that we already approved this 
morning. 

Mr. Hess. The amendement would make it permanent. 

Mr. Bennerr. In order to expedite this, Mr. Chairman, I move a 
return to the or iginal bill as introduced. There will not be controversy 
about it then at all. 

Mr. Smarr. Substitute. 

Mr. Bennett. I move we substitute for the recommendation of the 
subcommittee the original bill. 

Mr. Hess. Just report the original bill, H. R. 2313. 

Mr. Hess. Yes, sir, without the amendment to make it permanent. 

The CuHarrMan. Without the amendment. 

Mr. Hess. I move the adoption of H. R. 2313 with only the typo- 
graphical amendment. 

The CuHarrMan. All right. 

All in favor, aye. Opposed, no. 

Mr. Coir. Mr. Chairman—— 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Cole. 

Mr. Cote. I think the bill should contain some provision setting 
forth the mechanics of ending the war or national emergency, either by 
proclamation of the President, that the emergency is over or by con- 
current resolution of Congress, saying the emergency is over. 

The Cuarrman. I don’t know. I was under the | impression that is 
provided for. 

Mr. Van Zanpv. That is provided. 

The CuarrMaN. In some general law. But I am not a lawyer. 

Mr. Kixpay. I think what the Chairman has in mind is the pro- 
vision we put in all temporary legislation during the war, that it be 


terminated by concurrent resolution. 


The CHAIRMAN. Yes. 
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Mr. Kivpay. A lot of people felt that that was not a constitutional 
approval, but we have done it, many, many times. 

Mr. Coxe. Yes. You will agree there is no general provision of 
law to that effect. 

Mr. Kirupay. No. That is right. 

The Cuarrman. I have no objection to a provision. Do vou 
have any language to suggest? 

Mr. Corer. | will leave it up to them. They know. 

Mr. Hess. Do you want an amendment prepared? 

The Cuarrman. I think Mr. Kelleher can prepare that. 

Mr. Certainly. 

The CuHarrMan. Would the committee have any objection to an 
amendment to carry out the purpose of Mr. Cole? 

Mr. Witson. Only that we should be consistent in these other 
extensions similarly worded. 

We have similar bills that we have considered that have the identi- 
cal wording here. 

Mr. Coir. Where? What ones are they? 

Mr. Witson. Under H. R. 4361, which we considered this morning, 
there is a similar wording of the extension of authority. I think we 
should be consistent. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. That is the extension of security regulations 
concerning photographing and taking or assembling other infor- 
mation at military installations. 

Mr. Kiipay. Of course, there is a vital difference there. 

The CHarrmMan. Yes. 

Mr. Kitpay. This affects the operation of private business, and 
auditors in a business concern. 

The CuarrMan. Yes. And the other is strictly a security matter. 

Mr. Witson. I think Mr. Cole’s point is a pretty broad one. He 
is trying to establish the date as to when the emergency terminates. 

Mr. Core. Well, I should have raised the question on 4361. 

Mr. Wiuson. | don’t have any objection to it, Mr. Cole. I think 
your point is well taken. 

The CuarrMan. Well, it will have to be considered on the floor. 
Mr. Kelleher, we can depend on you to write out a provision. 

Mr. Kevuener. All right, sir. 

Mr. Pennerr. I suggest this, right after the words, on line 7, 
“after termination”, you could say “after the termination by the 
President by proclamation or by joint resolution of Congress”’. 

Mr. Kixipay. That is the substance of the language. 

Mr. Core. “Concurrent” and not “joint.” 

The CHarrMan. Concurrent. 

Mr. Pennerr. Concurrent. 

The CHarrMAN. You can figure that out. You help him out, Mr. 
Bennett. 

Mr. Hess. There was one other bill that the committee had, but 
we have asked for a report on that. Wearen’t satisfied with the bill 
as it is. 

The CuarrmMan. Just hold it, then. 

Now, Mr. Cunningham- 

Mr. Hess. Let me say this in closing: None of these six bills favor- 
ably reported involves any expenditure of funds. All of them have 
been approved by the Bureau of the Budget. 


The CuarrmMan. Congratulations. 

Mr. Bennerr. One of them is a repeal, too. 

The CuHarrman. You are doing all right. Mr. Cunningham has 
some reports for our consideration. 


Estate Prosects 


Mr. Cunnincuam. Mr. Chairman, your Real Estate and Con- 
struction Subcommittee met for both morning and afternoon sessions 
vesterday, May 4, in executive session. It considered certain classi- 
fied construction which the Army had presented to the committee 
pursuant to section 407 of the current public works law. 

It also considered in executive session the use by the Department 
of the Air Force of its emergency construction authority to the extent 
of $1,100,700 for the extension of runways, a new taxiway, and jet 
fuel storage at Greenville Air Force Base, Miss. 

Detailed discussion of the two foregoing items will require the 
committee to go into, executive session. I can say at this time, how- 
ever, that both of these programs were approved by the subcommittee. 

The subcommittee also considered and approved the leasing of 
warehouse space for the Civil Defense Administration at Zanesville, 
Ohio. This lease would be for 101,700 square feet at an estimated 
cost of $55,935 per vear, 55 cents a square foot, and the testimony 
disclosed that that is in line with the customary, normal, square 
footage rental value for this type of building in Zanesville and com- 
munity. 

Army acquisition project No. 57 involved the acquisition of fee title 
to some 13 acres of land for $318,650 at the St. Louis, Mo., ordnance 
plant. This land is to be used for parking lots and it was only the 
realization of the importance of the ammunition production of that 
facility which prompted the subcommittee to approve the project 
somewhat reluctantly. 

You will notice that that amount of money for that number of 
acres runs close to $25,000 an acre, about $24,500. That seemed to 
the subcommittee out of line. However, when we got all the facts, 
we found out that this plant is producing small arms ammunition on 
an around-the-clock shift and there is no other place for the employees 
to park their cars, there is no public transportation, that this is neces- 
sary more or less for the morale of the workers and also to get produc- 
tion of ammunition, and although it is a tremendous amount of money 
per acre, it doesn’t seem to be out of line with other lots in the same 
community. 

The CuarrmMan. A small arms plant? 

Mr. CunninGcHAM. Yes, about a $70 million plant in St. Louis. 

The CuHarrMan. Well, you are in town, in the city of St. Louis. 

Mr. CunNINGHAM. Yes. 

In addition to that, Mr. Chairman, extensive testimony was taken 
with respect to the proposed reacquisition of the Bluebonnet ordnance 
plant in Texas, but action was withheld pending the receipt of further 
information and expressions of views from all interested parties. 

Particularly we want to hear from the chancellor, I think he is 
called—— 

The CuarrMan. Texas A and M? 
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Mr. Cunnineuam. Of Texas A and M next Monday. That was 
the only one that was passed over for further testimony. 

Mr. Chairman, I move you the adoption of that report. 

The CHarrmMan. Without any objection, the reports are adopted. 

I want to thank your subcommittee, too, Mr. Cunningham, for 
your faithful and diligent work. I got to hear some of your testimony. 
I think you did a good job. 

We will do our best to take care of Paul’s friend, the chancellor, 
from Texas A and M. You know, Texas A and M really furnished 
more officers in World War II than West Point. 

Mr. Kitpay. More than twice as many, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHarrmMan. Twice as many. I know. You are military- 
minded down there. All right, we will let that project go over. 

Mr. Kitpay. I wired him to be here Monday and I sent him a copy 
of the testimony so he can be here and ready. 

Mr. CunninGuam. Just the adoption of the report I think takes 
care of it. 

The Cuarrman. The adoption of the report takes care of it. Does 
that wind it up? 

Mr. Smart. Yes. 

The CuarrmMan. I want to thank the members for their presence 
and apg attention and cooperation in disposing of a great number 
of bills. 

(Whereupon, at 11:45 a. m., Tuesday, May 5, 1953, the committee 
was adjourned.) 
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